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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . - tag Ye es é 


re —te— 


anererrenen by . ee we se 
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To. improve the Arny's capability for planning its training aa \man power 


programs by projecting the number of limited English proficient - (SEP) Piayenze ; 


(Spanish" origin) accessions in the Army to the yea 2000. 


‘Procedures. , . . . 4 


The. projection Se ediee combines three sets of data: (1) projections of - 


oon EE Spanish origin population. in the U. S..in accession~eligible ages, (2) 


Poa 


et phis’) x 4 has utility, for scienty 


age=specttic. rates” of. Hispanic. Army eget ee t3y limited English . 
ions are made separately for 


males and feiwales ‘in the following age intervals: 17=18, “19- -20,° 21-25 © 


(disaggregated. to 21-22" and 23-25 for males), and 26-35... Two different 


' weighting factors are used - to generate alternative LEP projections. : a 


i? 7 . * . t 


“phe Hispanic poputation ain Army accession age ranges" is projected. to .grow 


" substantially between 1980 and the year 2000." Hispanic aArny accession rates. 


are projected to increase to.a peak at ages 19-20, followed by a> decline. 
‘puerto Rican accession rates: are more. than twice as. high as rates for. other : 
. Hispanic ethnic ‘groups. j_ Large increases are projected’ for Army accessions. in 


-all Hispanic. ethnic groups; ‘particularly Pue! 60. Ricans. _Current and projécted 
y Maies 


have much higher rates df Limited English proficiency: than females. the. 
Hispanic female. LEP rate is about on 


rate, Puerto'Rican LEP rates exceed. (in some eategories by twice the panes) 


peas Noe Ne Se, 


the LEP rates: of other Hispanic ethnic “groups. Between one-fourth and 


one-third of, ali Hispanic:accessions were estimated to be limited in English 


_ proficiency in 1980 and: are projected to be similarly. limited in the: year 
* 2000... The general pattern.is one increase in the total ‘number | iof Limited 


English’ Eepeecrn accessions in the Army from 1980 to 2000. © om 


Utilization of findings? 7 ras : Pad ; 7 o 
Pe i B. 5 “. : - 


ists and aah nistraters in military 


recruitment, selection, ” -gtassification, * raining, - personnel utilization, -a and. 


retention,. pecanse it provides information on an important segment of the Army 
population: jimited English proficient Hispanic accessions.» Results _point to . 


the-need—for_continued,—high quality English instruction, suitable selection 


and classification. procedures, quarenéss of cultural differences,and improved 
data eo eeerep tne LOGS 3” : ‘ 
‘ om o : Ss 
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4 a DEMOGRAPHIC “PROJECTIONS TO THE YERR 2000 — 
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HITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT HISPANIC ACCESSIONS IN THE U. Ss ARMY 


THE anu HAS. A ‘NEED FOR DATA ON HISPANIC ACCESSIONS... > eee Fi 


‘ ae : 1 
THE’ INVESTIGATION FOCUSES ON EINTTED ENGLISH PROFICIENT. HISPANICS hs ae 1 


2 : ay 


RELATED ‘RESEARCH SHPHASTZES HISPANIC’ GROWTH. rr ee ser er ee er 7 i ee ad 


nes PY fie the tables are s oFganized ee cee ee ees - SS ees ces 4 65 
= ts ; 7 
Hispanic jpopilation projections show substantial increases ree ae 
\ oe pose 
2 puerto ‘Ricans lead Hispanic accession i projections: Sa ae eee oe or ee 
25 a 
Puerto Ricans ‘have, the higtiéat LEP or “ESL eligibility. zates. i wre 3-56 
| Comparative results show trends and differences. 7 ° . 7 . oe ee 37 
; : Aes vite e4 aa 
: ; Saeietene. See at 2 PS 
° The summary of results indicates - Hispanic igiepeacen . : : ee 
and sex pa Lerarances: ee ee a se oe ew ww of OB - 
ot ALTERNATIVE: Cl WrRoL ADJUSTMENT 1s PROBABLY BETTER rr a zs 
THAN THE ‘TRADOC ‘CONTROL ADJUSTMENT ee eee ee ee ee 
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~ AND; MANPOWER PROGREMSs s a 9G 5 SR SS Se Be Hye ew we G0 Ss BETO” 
2 : . ; : : ae og us 
: a 4 : 
ce ee ee 
‘ ah - oF 
APPENDIX A. RELATED RESEARCH COVERS GENERAL’ ‘DEMOGRAPHIC + 7 Pa 
STUDIES AND ARMY RESEARCH. re ee ee ee eA=1 
Gh ess be tee Ee , os 
2 ‘Geferal desographic research: shows high. Hispanic. ae rates. . - eA*1 
ee eter ea . ae 
0s eS tiie summary - “of general dencgrapnre researgh-focuses-on hai 
rr increased Hispanic. growth. s Po Ce Te cere ee * 
: an _ 1 : * rb} $ 
t 2 fe ix 
= > : : rae é 7 
fe: : a i 1i ’ @ 


ey 
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- APPENDIX B. THE. PROJECTION METHOD HAS THREE ‘KEY PARTS. Sue -e 


_ «The projection formula combines three broad data sets. = fae 


ie Hispania, population | methodology uses data: a 


the Population Reference Bureau and the Immigration 
‘and Naturalization: Service Pr er er er ane eee 
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a ” 


, The b uispanic Adeession projection iiie thodology. int 1udes | Army 


c ‘accession data “and Census -Bureau projections. 6 we 


te? 


“the ‘ti Hispanic LEP o# ESL Si ee projection ee 
us@s” TRADOC and’ EMF d&ed + +: ace e 8 e2 ees eee o- 


' 


u 


2 
. 
. 
’ 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
e 
° 
. 
« 
* 
eo 


APPENDIX C. TABLES. . . « 


ae 
2 
“ 


\ 
v 
” 


The methodology a coupatisons involves disparate sources ~ 


“et 


ia, SO: 


e .C=1 


4 


o.. 
ERIC 


E 


e.. 
IC 


Provided by ERIC 


ean 


oa 


‘a 


7] 


r«) 
ERIC 


accession age range of 17 to 35. 
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@HE ARMY HAS A NEED FOR DATA ‘ON HISPANIC ACCESSIONS a 


In. * eariy: 1981 educational officers in the Army Adjutant. General's Office 


asked the U:S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences 


(ARI) to provide demographic projections of Hispanic recruits who were limited 


in English proficiency. and hence eligible for the Army's English-as-a-second 


tanguage (ESL) instruction provided in the Basic Skills Education Program 


(BSEP). Interest in projections of Hispanic’ recruits, especially those with 


English language deficiencies, also became evident in other offices within the | 


Department of the Army. Inclusion of the topic of Hispanic timited English. 


proficient soldiers in. the continuous, . long-range - -planni ing of the Department 


of the Army and the Army Rese rch Institute. attests to e growing need to 
accommodate she needs of suchip sdldiers. 


’ 
' 


This report presents. dene eeenee: projections to the. year ‘2000 of limited 


English proficient Hispanic accessions in the Army. Projections are made for 


males and females, various _Hispanic ethnic groups, and. age bands within the 


oh 


Because this report is intended for. eexiey use, we first present our 


focus and a very short summary of retated. research, followed immediately by a 


results, discussion, implications, and _ references. Appendices contain indepth 


coverage, of related research, technical details about the methodology we hei 


‘THE INVESTIGATION FOCUSES ON LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT ‘RISPANICS 


In this Pareecigation, the ubtimate focus cc on a particular type of 


_ soldier: | - the Hispanic. accession who is Limited in Englisn language. 


oe oe E 


proficiency. . AS" used: here,.. the. ‘term "accession" signifies a recruit who has. 


not ‘onlyapplied to .j-oin | the’ Army . bue-has. also been accepted and has signed a 


contract. In this report. we ‘use total accession. figures that include both 


fishpeivr-service recruits and prior-service recruits, the latter of whom’ Peaiias 


comprise about 8% of all recruits. Our figures include active Army accessions 


oniy, not National Guard and Army: Reserve accessions,. pecause the initiat 


requests for information which we received concerned only active. Army acces-. 


sions. Making projections of National Guard and Army Reserve . accessions would 


necessitate a separate. investigation, as their composition and’ acéession. 


trends are gifferent _ from those of active Army accessions. We include in our 


figures both "delayed entries": and ."direct. ships," the former. being. soldiers 


"who elect: $0. delay . their entry after statbny “che. sentence to ‘Join the Army and 


the latter’ apes soidiers 


o_ 
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-* gt is helpful to distinguish among the terms 


a 


ised synonymousiy in this report, becatiSe limited English proficiency is the 


in press). "“ESL-eligible" is a programmatic term used for classification 


less than 70 on the English Comprehension Level:Test (ECLT) and/or command 
referral of an individual soldier for ESL instruction. The ECLT isa test 


developed by the Defense Language Institute English Language Center to assess 


English proficiency. Two-thirds of the test.cover a combination of 1iStening 
and reading, and tne balance is purely reading. . Further information on the 


test is found in Oxford-Carpenter, Harman, and Redish (1983). 


projections of Hispanic ESL-eligible accessions are important, becaiise 


particularly those involved in planning and conducting ESL programs. In- 
dividuals concerned with personnel selection and classification also need to 
know how many limited English proficient soidiers may be entering the Army in 
the next two decades. 


backgrounds, but "Hispanic" is often used aS a Shorthand name. 
terms “population projections," 
"forecasts," and "estimates." Simply put, 4 population projection merges a 


- set of population data, such as the age and Sex cCompoSition of a population, — 
_ ‘Sith assumptions concerning future demographic behavior (fertility, mortality, 


assump tions. 


‘On the other hand, it is sometimes the case that the producer of the 


producer has in any one set of assumptions being more likely to hold than all 


@ 
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on 


The other tern frequently used in sisiise contexts is “estimate.” 


Estimates are usually generated for intercensal tim@ periods (i-e., periods . F 


between the _ten-year,. or decennial, censuses) and after the estimate year in. 


question. Blac estimates Published by the Ue Se Buréau of the Census through | 


estimate year has ‘passed. Tre procedures used to create population estimates 


are frequently different from those—used to yield projections. . : 


This investigation ts cone erned_ with... _population estimates for 1980 and, 


“. !more importantly,: population prdjections for 1985, .1990; 1995, and_ 2000.; . The 


obvious use for a population projection _ is to. provide. a. set of numbers: on’. - oe 


be analytic in nature. _ Any population projection will contain sone errors As 


one makes projections further away from the current year, the error can be 
greatly. magnified. However, by analyzing errors--that is; periodically 


ascertaining the differences between projected and actual numbers .and 


attempting to isolate the sources of the differences--errors in the futurd 


may be reduced. Error sources, such as faulty fertility or mortality 


aesimp tienes can be identified and subsequent’ assumptions adjusted. 


RELATED RESEARCH ‘EMPHASIZES HISPANIC GROWTH 


Two areas “of related research are important ‘for. the current — , 


this research. 
é 


Many "investigations have been conducted concerning Hispanic population 


growth. The overall results show that ‘Hispanics are growing faster than other 


ethnic. and language. groups in our country. — ‘It. is questionable, however; _ 


group by the end of the century, as some have. asserted. The aacnowi number of 


illegal Hispanic immigrants would affect the balance. 


- growing faster than the total U. Ss population. The total Ui S: population is 


actually shrinking in accession age ranges. To be. specific, the most rapidly 
growing age group_ in the total U.S. population is 35- to 44-year-olds. The 
U.S. population of 18- and 19-year-olds, the prime group for Army. accession, 


hasbeen projected to décline from 8.5 million in 1981 to 6.5 million in 1995. 


(a 24% drop) and then rise somewhat to 7.5 in the year 2000 (a 12% decrease 


fron the 1981 level). Hispanics, in contrast, are projected to increase from 7% 
to 10.8% of the total U.S. population in the accession age range by the year 


2000. Therefore, Hispanics could provide a Source of available and talented " 


’ manpower for the Army as a overall available manposey pool shrinks+ 


4 


Puerto Ricans. Larger percentages of Hispanic and Black Army accessions than 
White Army accessions have graduatéd from high school. “The economic trends 
that influence accession may. affect minority groups, such as HiSpanics, 


differentiy from Whites. Although Blacks are the largest minority group in 


the army, the high Hispanic growth rate will probably change the numbers of 
Hispanics in the total military manpower-pool. i. 4 . : 


. <é ete sk) ees By ey CoN oa eee edt jah cee eh etn eae 
- See Appendix A fora more extensive discussion of related research, — 


‘ including spegific citations, concerning both’ general and Army-related 


» demographics. 
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, THE METHODOLOGY, COMBINES THREE DATA SETS 
: tee oem than meemreemmers ae feta mamma, et ae ea Sees © eee. CE as cca 


Peas : ¥ 


ghe projection procedure combines three sets of data: (1) Projections of 


the Spanish origin population in the U. S. in accession-eligible ages, i.e.; 
17-35, (2) age-specific rates of Hispanic Army accessions, and (3) limited 
English proficiency rates for Hispanics. Projections are made separately for 
males and females in the following age intervals: (17-18, 19-20, 21-25 
(disaggregated to 21-22 and. 23-25 for males), and 26-35. The Cohort Component 
- Prevalance Rate methodology, developed for LEP projections in the general U.S. 


2000. Two different weighting, factors were used to generate alternative LEP 
projections. Both weights produce relatively conservative projections, which 


cah be conSiuered the_"lower bounds” for future planning. 


"Major datasources include Army, accession tapes, U.S. Census Bureau 
projections, HiSpanic projections developed by the Population Research Bureau, 


‘and LEP rates derived from current Army education and training data. The 


" population Reference Bureau is a nonprofit organization in Washington; D.C. 
interested in national and international demography. 
Appendix B provides more information about the methodology we used’ in the 
investigation. © so : 
3 . 
sd _FHE RESULTS EXHIBIT LARGE INCREASES IN MANY CATEGORIES 


tn this séction we present first a description of the results tables and 
then an explanation of the results themselves. All tables are included in 
Appendix, C. 2 
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" How_the Tables are organized 


'“——paples 4 “through 4 contain the sancinental His anic population 


‘projections for ae eng jes (17-35) by Sek, ager and ae 


, a abies | 5 through -7. contain Army accession rates: by We, 
ethnicity. - These rates are a product of accession data p 


’ Army (the numerator of the rate) and 1980 .Census data by Ser age, and 
ethnicity. (the dénominator of He rate). ; 


In Tabies 8 earoagh "11 are found projections ‘of army actessions by sex, 


‘ gables 12 and 13 provide the rates: of ‘Limi tea “Bniglish profi tency (LEP) 


accession projections in Tables 8 through 11; Furthermore, the projections in 
Tables_ 14 through 20 ate adjusted to reflect a more conservative TRADOC \ 
control total for ESL eligibles, while ‘in Tables 21 ‘through, 27 a aye tener 


Renaelyecive bag aed factor is used>, 


‘ 


‘ tables. 28 ‘through: 32 show comparisons. that ‘may be the most important data 


for key policy decisions. These Somparssons:: -are in the form of frequer 


‘and percentages. pate 


1 a . : < . tak 
ae 


ispanic sesuiatien prejee tions Shar Substa 


As can 
population ‘of os U.Sa is projected: to grow ee eee now 


year 2000. we mentioned in the review of related research, that this 


growth is considerably larger than the rate for the Angko population. 


differences are evident in the growth rates. For example, Table 1 shows that 


17- to 18-year-old males _are projected to. increase by almost 24% (from 334, 035 


; Tables 14 through 27 euieain the ESL eligible (LEP) projections. 
are the resyit of multiplying LEP rates from Tabies 12 and-13 by the At 


antial increases 


‘lor ESL eligibility for: ;Hispanic accesSions in various age, — sex; and ethnic. 


‘ for sex, age, sand © ethnicity ae the appropriate denominators . for His anic PeMy 
-accessions. oo - 3 : 


may 


‘ 


ncies © 


; Sma eke 


raté of ° 


Age 


(from 1,194,740 to 1,937, 310). The pattern for females is much the same. 


?) 
. 


ev! 
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wae 


‘These 


age, and ethnicity. These _projects are. generated by multi tying the accession. 
rates in: “Tables: 5. through 7 by the population projections in Tables 1 through 
4a. : . 


‘groups. These rates are calculated by dividing the: Army ESL-eligihle: ‘figures, 


* 


74 


< Z zs 
rables 5. through 7 contain Ge Hispanic accession rates. The pattern  <*+ - 


, shown, in these tables indicates _an increase in ‘the rates from ages 17-18 to - 


"19-20, where the rates peak,. Followed. by a ocensiderable decline as age 
“increases. This is; of course, not an unusual pattern for Ariny. accessions. 


“4 The rates for Puerto Ricans are more than twice as high as the rates. for the 


-other _Hispanic ethnic groups. — “Also; . -as expected, ‘the rates of accession for 


e Evidené in beeics, 8 through 11 is the reiatively. ‘large. “projecerd- ‘increase ‘ 


(27% or 1,779 soldiers) in the number of Spanish origin Army accessions. 


However, as noted in the. section on comparative results, Spanish: origin . = 


_ accessions remain about 5% of total Army accessions. An increase is projected 
” for all sex, age, and ethnic groups. Overall,- male Hispanic ‘accesSions: are 


pa rere * 


projected to grow by 27% (from 5,733 to 7,293), while female ‘Hispanic acces- ~ 


sions are projected to grow by 32% (from 677 to 896). Of course, the female s seat 


“increase, while proportionally large, is small in actual numbers. In addi- 


‘tion;:. among all Spanish’ origin accessions Puerto Ricans are the largest group, . 


“s thoiigh the proportion of all Spanish origin accessions who are Mexican origin 


is increasing. Interestingly, _ the: incréase is much larger for Mexicans than 


si ana eR i 


for Puerto Ricans at _ages 17-25. ' Although the rates: of Hispanic accession are nee 
highest .at’ ages _ 19=20 (see Tables 5 -through | 7), the numbers of projected ae we 

’ Hispanic~ accessions are highest at ages 26-35 (see Tablé 8). The mumber of : 
projected Hispanic female accessions is. substantially smaller ‘than. the. @ : ‘ 


Hispanic male total. 4 


: 


Puerto 2 Highest - Hispanic LEP span 


anette a8 , 


8 It can pe. seen-in ‘ables 12 and 13. that there -iS considerable “variation 
by sex; age, and ethnicity in Hispanic ESL eligibility or LEP rates...sFor 


males and females, except for the maleS.in the Other Spanish (non-Mexican; —.. 


a 


non-Puerto-Rican) _ group, the peak in rates occurs at either the 19-20 or 21-25 


pe band. For males'in the Other Spanish category, there is an imcrease in 


LEP rates at every age, moving. from approximately - 3% at agés 17-18" a 59e7% 


ea Also, in seven out, of ‘eight categories for female Mexican and female eee 


Other Spanish, the LEP rate is zero. Finally; th @ ‘LEP rate. for Puerto Ricans: P 


is much higher than: that of other. Hispanic ethnic groups ‘and in_a few 


categories more than twice as high. The highest Puerto Rican LEP rate was for 


fa les = 21-22 (45.4%). ae Wee 


The ‘Hispanic ESL eligibility (LEP) projections. appearing in mables’ 14, es 


through 20 are weighted to match TRADOC totals. These are the more conserva- 
tive L e ge 
all of eir LEP rates in Table 13. were zero. The overall Hispanic ESL-. 
eligible\ or LEP pattern is one of _increase--27% (from 1,437 to 1,822) for all’ 


P projections. A table for Mexican females does not appear, ° because 


Spanish grigin males and 33% (from 46 to 61, although we must beware of large. 


proportional increases from ‘small nBNEES? increases) for all Spanish origin Sie 
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femaies; Note che similarity between the LEP pllojections by sex and the 


previously cited Army Hispanic projections by sex. Hispanic ESL-eligible 


males are projected to. outnumber their female counterparts by 30. to 1 (in 


totals, 1,822 to: 61) in the year 2000. ‘The largest Hispanic ESL-eligible 


ethnic group is Puerto Rican, representing . B3% (1,189 out of 1, 437) of the_ 


. ‘total of Hispanic ESL-eligible males in 1980, though a decline to 75% (1,370_ a2 
" — out of 1,822) of the: total is projected by 2000; A more dramatic decline, 85%. 


(39. out. pe. 46) to (69% (42 9a. of 61), is Projected for. Puerto ‘Rican females; - 


peak ‘LEP or gsi-otigibis age for total Spanish origin, Puerto Rican; and’: 


Mexican. is either "19- 20 or: 21-25, while that for Other Spanish: is. eee 


- Adjusting _ by “means of a higher aiternative control total leads to 


substantially. larger, somewhat tess conservative projections _ in Tables.21 _—- 


' throtigh 27, though the patterns discussed above (e.g-, an increase in total_ 


‘spanish origin LEP or ESL éligibles) remain the same due to the proportional 


increase utilized. Males increase 27% (from 2,080 to 2,637),. and females 


increase 35% (from 66 to 89). For 1980 and 2000 the. alternative control nae & 


_~ yields a.LEP figure 45% higher than the more ,conservative | option for al 
' Spanish origin, ‘maleS (a compariSon of Tables 14 ‘ana 21) and 46%, higher. for. all 


‘Spanish. Set gah: ‘females (a comparison: of | Tables 15 and 22) eo. To be specific, 


‘control: total, ‘compared ‘to 1; 437 using the TRADOC soiitesL total; for the year. 


2000; parallel figures are 2; 637: and 1,822. The Hispanic female ESL-eligible 


figure is 66 under the: alternative. eonecoL total and 46 under the TRADOC 
control total, ‘with parallel -figures ‘for. the year 2000. at 89 and 61. ° It must 


pe «remembered - that both of* these projection options — yield relatively conser va- 


’ tive figures; as previously, discussed. . Figures using the alternate control... 


a total axe Likely to be more pecenate, as: discussed laters. : 


* \ . a) 
as . 


‘ se, “aes eonparacive Results Show Trends-and bifferences 


- : i a 


te 


for polic Sirposes,. some of the most inportait results ‘are the compara- s) ° 


; tive: ones shown in. Tables 28- -326:; 4 These results show how certain pane Groups 


PECDOREEORG ANY relate ‘to larger populations.: “ oe sar cm oa Oy 


. 7 : 13 . 


“gaBie’ 28 compares. the total Us S: ‘population ages - 17-35 with the ‘Hispanic, 


or Spanish origin, - population “in the same age range. for the. base year 1980 ‘and 


ie ‘the projection year 2000... These . data do not include insular Puerto Ricans but 


’ do include. continental Puerto Ricans... Resilts show that, the ‘Spanish origin 


‘population ages 17-35 in ‘the U. Se is: projected ‘to increase, from 5, 247,765 "in 


1980 to 7,423, 082 in the year 2000, as compared with-a _projected decrease ‘in - 


the - totals Us So: -population — in he same- age: group;., from. 275,091, 000 in: 1980 ‘to | 


-,  . 687 895,000-in ‘the. year 2000s e pRopor tion . of the 1-980" Us § 3, population in 
— those ages listed .as ‘Spanish_ seigin 1S 7.0%, while in 2000 the proportion , is. | 


“10.8%--a 3. 8% increase. While the. overall UsSe “population in'this age. 
'-bracket is predi¢ted. ‘to, decredse: by about- 6 million. between 1980. and the, end: 


Pe of the century, in ‘the same period the SpanteH organ group in. these : rages ‘is’ 
a Bele ; i. si 


Nie ‘ + 


. * . . «of t . 
: : : : t aes ete < ‘no 
% : ra ge oe 
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projected to tnerease by about 2.2 million. Furthermore, the projected 
Spanish origin increase is at the, conservative end of the scale. Macias a 
(1977) reported that“projections of the Spanish origin population (all ages) — 
for the year 2000 were 6.7% to 21% of the total U.S. population, depending ‘on 


assumptions used--compared with our figure of 10.8%. a 


. Im Tabte 29 are found Census-based comparisons of Blacks to total U.S. 

population-ages 17-35 in.19P0 and the year: 2000. This table is included | 

because ‘of the frequently heard assertion that Hispanics ‘will overtake Blacks - 
ji number and proportion’ of the U.S. population by the end of the century (see 
{ Macias, 1977; Lord & Barnes; 1983). Census=based datd, show that, at least for 
-\ the age group 17-35, Blacks are projected to increase ‘from 12.3% to 15.0% of 


“ 40,335,000). MThis‘increase of 2.7% is less than the Hispanic increase of 


3.8%, which was mentioned in.the preceding paragraph. However, according to . 


these. figures, Blacks are projected to represent a larger share than Hispanics 
in the total U.S. population in the year 2000: 15% for Blacks compared with: 


10.8% for Hispanics. “These figures include some but certainly not all of the 


illegal Hispanic.immigrants. The proportion of Hispanics in the total U.S. 
population would, of course, be larger i£ insular Puerto Ricans and all 


illegal Hispan#e immigrants were included in the U.S. can 
aS 8€ of Hispanic Mons in 1980 is 6,410,- 

compared with the total accession figure of 133,186 for that year. The a 
. Hispanic proportion of total Army accessions for 1980 is 4.8%. , Our projection 


ag seen in fable 30, the Aliaber of Hispanic acces: 


"stated that non-Black minorities comprise;about 5% of Army recruits., It must 


<3 Appendix B: for! methodology). If there, is any. change in Army accession policy 


or any unforeseen, major demographic shift, the actual rates may vary~ Of . 
_ course, the. assumption of “constant" rates does not mean that: the actual *- 
‘+ prdéjected numbers of Hispanic acdé¥sions are the*same for the. base year and 


projected Hispanic accession figlires even if-accession rates Stay the same. _ 
_ With more data, it may be possible later to obtain information on. the Hispanic 


proportion of total accessions to the year 2000. 


fables 31 and 32 compare total Spanish origin accessions who are limited 
'* in English proficiency for thé years 1980 and 2000. Table 31 uses the more 


conservative TRADOC control adjustment, while Table .32 uses the less conserva— 
.. tive alternative adjustment (see Appendix B for details). Several interesting 
facts are evident in these two tables. First, taken together these results 
indicate that between one-fourth and one-third of ail Hispanic accessi¢ns were 


° oy ° } . te ay 
. “= fF 


= a OM eet 


@ 
ERIC 


@ 
ERIC 


_ 


rate (i.e., the percentage ‘of ee ae. origin eres 


in English proficiency): is about one-fourth the magnitude, of. tiie male “LEP: ‘rate 


for both years..and both types of adjustment. _Using. the TRADOC adjustment,” the 
-female:LEP rate is 6.8%, compared with the male LEP rate ‘of | 253 0-2 » .The 


. akternative adjustment yields a female LEP rate of 958-9. 293). ‘in contrast toa. 


male LEP rate of 33.2=33.3%- These facts show that about: "7 to 10 out; of : ‘every . 


100 female Hispanic accessions are limited in English skills, compared with 


about 25 to 33 out-of every 100 male Hispanic accessions. ghird, | for ‘both © 


years and for both types” of adjustment, the number’ of “female Hispanic LEP © 


"among femaie Hispanic accessions. 
Ms 


oy ; 
- ‘ w 
Results ‘Indicates Hispanic Increases... si 
and Sex Differences pe 


—_ The Hispanic: population in Army accession ages; 47-355, is prosected . -to 
grow: by 27% to reach a total of over 8, 000 by the year: -2000;. with growth rates 
differing widely by age. Highest growth is shown by | males ages ‘26-35 (an 
increase of 62%). This is reflected in the age. ‘pattern of Army accession 
‘projections : - ran os & 2 oe ae 
2 , Mt ' . -f of eas _ 
‘iitepandc: “Army accession rates increase from: agés 17-18. to 19-20, where - 


‘the rates peak and then decline. . Puerto. Rican accession rates are hore than 


: twice as high as rates for other: Hispanic. ethnic. groups. Increases are 


projected for Army accessions in all Hispanic: ethnic groups, “especially 


Mexicans ages 17-25 and Puerto Ricans in many age. bands. Current and. 


projected “accessions are much lower. for wispanic females ‘than- for Hispanic 
males. | et. Ee dk RSS qa : 


ae 
nd 


a cotisiderabie vartation. by sex, age; and ethnicity. occurs in “Hispanic LEP 


‘(ESL elgibility) rates. Males have far: higher LEP rates than females. Puerto 


Rican LEP rates. exceed (in soiié categories by twice the amount) the LEP rates 


of other Hispanic. ethnic -groups. Two different weighting procedures produce 


* 


‘different, but still conservative, sets of Hispanic. accession LEP projections. | 


' The general pattern is one of increase in ESL eligibility or limited English « 


proficiency from 1980 ‘to the year. 2000. vee of moke liberat weights would 
show an even more striking increase. : ; : 


In térms of comparative results, the Hispanic percentage of: the total 
10. 8%. 


U. Ss population ages 17-35 is projected to increase from 7.0% in 1980 


in the year 2000, but it still trails behind that_ of Blacks, who represen 


(Ags 3% of the total U.S. j population in 1980 and are projected. to increaSe to 


15% 0% in. 2000. .These ‘figures do not include many or, most illegal Hispanic . ; 


immigrants, however. Hispanics cGwerise about. 4. 83-5. 2% of the’ total Army - 


accession population in the period 980-1990. The female LEP rate among - 


Hispanic | accessions is about one-fo rth the size foya the male LEP ‘rate. About © “ 


re : 
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7 to. 10 ‘out of every. 100 female Hispanic accessions. ‘is limited in English 


5. to 33, out of every 100° male - “Hispanic 


: " agpending on the weighting factors used. “Be tween pe- courtly. and. Pa aca on 


all Hispanic accessions were estimated to be. jtimited in ‘English proficiency in 


"1980 and the same ee a is projected to “be sini tarty limited in the year . 
2000: ace oe oC : 1 ; ; ; ae 


lo oe é RY ane ’ 


¢ 


edt 


, . ; . s . 
THE ALTERNATIVE _ CONTROL. ADJUSTMENT ts “PROBABLY BETTER Se 
THAN THE TRADOC CONTROL ADJUSTMENT 3 a cae 


3 - 2 . : : ‘ é 


to ‘incomplete Army data. “qhe. first type of assumption concerns: the adjustment 


8 of totals to reflect: a) the known TRADOC totalyor (2) another total thought 


‘to be an improvement over the TRADOC total aue to TRADOC's undercount of 


ESL-eligible persons. The second type of assumption holds LEP and accession : 
rates constant throughout . the interval 1980-2000. Again, given the ; 


limitations or the_ data availabie, these were the. only reasonable assumptions 


" which ¢ could be applied. 


.¢ 
This leads us *back to the question of. wien Sroiections Of LEP or ESL 


eligibility are superior. The answer. depends on how. accurate one believes the 


TRADOC data set is in reflecting the actual number of limited English 


proficient Hispanic soldiers __ (ESL enrollees and, implicitly, ESL eligibles). _ 


‘we know there is. an undercount; the issué is how large the undercount and how 


to distribute _by sex, age, and ethnicity those estimated not to_ have been tr 
e. 


counted. Probably; the alternative control adjustment. brings us closer “to 
truth than does the TRADOC control adjustment. Possibly a more liberal 


adjustment would be even better, although we cannot tell for sure.: 


. the aifficuities encountered here with regard to qaiestionable assumptions oF 


are. in part a product. of the data. collected and maintained by the Army on 4 


accessions, ESL enrollees, and ESL eligibles cross~classified by sex, age, . and 


~ethnicity. Ideally, one woutd like to- begin with data which are not 
_undercounted or at least in which the undercount is relatively small. In that 


“gituation, ho weighting factor would be needed. Also; one should have a good 


and accession rates may. be ‘changing. Without these. high quality data, . any. See 


projection oes will reflect some ‘degree of error. 


oe a ; = 3. sf é 22 oe 7 5 : ‘ 
ee fo We advise ‘that ‘future Army accession ‘pRojection research sould: use 
Aji fferent sets of assumptions, Such as variable accession rates. a ia Dale and 


ff 
-Gilroy (1983) due to different-economic conditions: * Use “OF ‘varying e 


ae ' “assumptions would: allow production of multiple-sets” of projections... The - 
_ Gurrent study was not able to met OY such ee to severe Gnd iag.: and 
. : ais restrictions. : : a ; a ve ‘ : “ 


: ‘Also, “even if_ variable ‘assumptions: ‘equid be! ‘ ased; it mast be acknowledged. + 


that projections - ‘closer. to. the base year (in this case, 1980) would likely. be 


_iiore accurate: ‘than projections “further from the base’ year.’ This fact would | 


‘lead as to suggest that ‘the: cored be, recalculated_ on;a regular basis; “ 


say»every ‘five to: ten years... Errokeous asstimptions could be periodically 
corrected: and more eer eeate pesos ons made. . sola 


—~ s : bods THE PROJECTIONS HAVE. IMPLICATIONS FOR). . 


‘ « — 


. ~~." * * ARMY INSTRUCTIONAL AND-MANPOWER PROGRAMS + 


<= . - boos r . a 


i one results presented ‘above have pajor implications for the ara. -, First, 
due ‘to higher rates of Hispanic limited «English proficient accessions, ‘the: 


a :, Army wiil have an increasing. need to provide high quality - ‘English-as-a~second- «. 
.- language instruction. Key elements in such instruction are discussed by = 


Oxford=Carpenter, Harman, .and Redish (1983). These elements include- more ~ 


emphasis: on oral-aural skills inside and outside of the. classroom, more. 


concern’ ‘for adequate teacher training'in ESL, realistic. appraisal of entry ; - 


_ levels and of what can be achieved in the allotted ESL training tins, and a 


: Aomere lated approach to ESL Anetrageson ee a 


- 


aaa the. overait U.S = population : is older’ and shrinking. ° Therefore, ; 


Hispanics should. ‘be cohgidered as ;a potential Source of able and | ‘avai lable Pius 


vt es manpower ‘for the’ next two, decades and thereafter, Although no recruiting + 
os campaign. is planned to enlist Hispanics, such a campaign might Bg useful zGe 


long-range manning of the force: : a 7 


ae fs as, ase ‘a 7 “ _ 


42 
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” 


i : Perhaps: Hispanic. rey can. serve as eae tutors to aap a males who are "N 
1. @ 


having English. language ai ficulties. : ; Py a “fi 3 
, - ‘ 
* 4. 


Fourth, manpower and personnel spepialists! should be, aware’ that the | 


. 


* influx. of Spanish’ origin. accessions may bring. with -it, a number of linguistic, ~ 


cultural, qand_ sociological aifferences. These differences: must be understood 


and c@isidered in the day- ~td+day Army routine. ‘for example, Hispanics _ are a 


~e of ten Pound to be “extremely patriotic, hardworking,. and able to cope wetl with 


“authority. They often come from very. Glosely Rit; religious families. - These ~ ; 


traits must be acknowledged _ and can” be used to.vhe Army ' s saventne?: | = 
= particularly for unit cohesion. foe 5 ss J 
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(of individual makes it, wise. to build on 


: handle the generally bright; 


need to be appropriately. use 


uo 


; assumptions;, z 
~ wecoriomt ¢ conditions.; 


“all- ‘who. eed” ‘such 


_and would provide the ‘Army with. more rel 


: separate investigation ‘of. the “number 


available data: . 


eae 


oe 
, aight want. ‘to at 
education displayed - 


high ‘motivation 


for eccruirine: and: retention. purposes 


Sige aS a Se ee 


eo 2 
cap talize on the generally high interest in: traini 


by Hispanics who are limited. in, English proficiency. “The Vv 
level of Hispanic ESL-eligible. recruits has been. doc ented by Holiand; 
Rosenbi um, Stoddart, . and Redish (1982). The. incretwipg number of this type 


that training-related totivation. 


Sixth, ‘gelection and’ | elassification techniques: may fees to be’ refined’ to" : 
well educated. Puerto Ricans *who- dominate the am 
‘The skills” *of these recruits. 
ed by the Army in the years to come... emabiAiey 
Hispanic soldiers should be- recognized and uged' in job | 
For many: of these - soldiers; the language 


from more préstigious or hore . 


- ba = 


ae 


's limited English proficient popylation.’. 


and motivation of many 
seiection ‘and classification. 
‘problem is the main factor which bars them 

. technical jobs.in* the Army. Therefore, the: “Army aust consider how to assess 

| fairly ‘the aptitude of ,an,individual who is’ deficient in ‘English language : 
skills. A Spanish-language, version of the-.Armed Services’ vocational Aptitude. 

_ Battery {ASVAB) exists but has not been used widely. ‘the curréntly. used 


English version of the ASVAB may underestimate” ‘the aptitudes df some Hispanic. 


Waar 


*. 


applicants. _ Selection | ‘and classification planners need to. Gonsider ways.to or 1 ; 
optimize. the: uge of the skills’ of ‘Hispanic soldiers ano have paar te language ty 
cBeopieee? r Gee, wee oe aA 


= F : oe 
tf ie ‘ a ar 


‘sevénth, a more uniform method for 
limited English proficiency. ‘is desirable, ‘for the Ari 


should take the language - screening test, the ECLT, 


in aifférent “locations. 


a 

determining, wile shoula bé assessed for 
my ' Decisions about who 
are made in different ways ~ 
t lo “Despite regulations, army operational schedules and. 


marnpowe Fr. needs’ sometimes cause 4ecisions akoyt’ who is finally 
Perhaps ali Army 


immediat BSE 
nese ESL_training to ‘be tiade differently, as well. I _alt 
wich needs only ‘a. short’ 


-accessions should rputinely be given :the _ECLT; 
with just such a progran 


administration time. The ‘Navy has experimented sith ju 


re would assure that 
Army's recora~- 


a pilot basis. 


A more standardized procedu: 


ingtruction ‘get it ana my improve the 
mec rhed system. 


nN eee: 


~ fg ‘ 


2 Arm ssion. Verojeetdion esearch sonia use gariable 


“such as different accession: rates.‘acrass time based on changing : 
A larger investigation would; of course, be necessary, 7 


future” ‘Army acte 


‘But the yield ; ould be: worth the haa ts 


mere : BE <i 
+ pPnally; dextur and more co 


programs in the areas, ;0f* »training. and: p 


sipower =? 


and characteristics "ut its. current 


at as _trend data over time on that’ 


for long-range panning within: 


Hispani on, ag we ‘- 


population.‘ Clearly, p r 
_the Army. The quality ‘of ‘projections aepends largely upon 


. 


the quality of 3 
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APPENDIX A 


_______ ___RELATED RESEARCH COVERS | 
GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC STUDIES AND ARMY RESEARCH © 


This appendix concerns research relevant to the current investigation. | 


Such. research falls‘into two areasi first, general (i.e., non-Army-specific) 
demographic research on Hispanics or other pertinent ethnic and/or language ~ 
groups; and second, Army-related research on Hispanics and ESL-éligibles. 
ae a. a .° ‘General Demographic Research 7 

- . ’ . Shows High Hispanic Growth Rates : 
Many important demographic studies have been conducted on the topic of 
Hispanics and other ethnic groups. We will discuss the most relevant of- these. 


“ Studies here in the order in which. they were conducted or published. 


he 1970 Census (sce Russel1, 1}83) estimated the Spanish origin 
population in four ways: -a Spanish %& 


question concerning birthplace of self and of parents asked of 20% and 15% of 


estimates: of the Hispanic population were produced by the Census Bureau, The 


“spanish. origin. question produced an estimate of.9.1 million (the most often 
“ quoted: Figure for the 1970 Hispanic population)... Other 1970 Census estimates 


of Hispanics: were 4.7 million generated from the Spanish surname -identifier; 
9.6 million based on the Spanish mother-tongue question; -and 5.2 million © 
estimated from birthplace data (Russell, 1983). The 1970 Census is likely to — 
contain a severe undercount of Hispanics, an undercount at least as great as . 
the 7.7% underestimate for Blacks, according to the UsSs Commission on Civil 
Rights: (Macias, 1977). A widely held assumption is that undocumented _ 


' The. 1975 Current Population Survey--Survey of Language Supplement, or 
CPS-SLS. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975) asked questions about current . 
individual language, current household language, mother tongue, abiljty to 
speak and understand’ En y 


sed. stratified multi-stage cluster sampling of :" ° 


nai 2 


difficulty in speaking or understanding English. ‘Compared to 96% of Americans 
reporting English as their usual language, 2% of Americans reported Spanish as 


‘their usual language. The number of Americans living in non-English speaking __ 


" households (i.@., households where the language is other than English) was 4.8 
million. The 1979 CPS also included a Survey of Language Supplement. 


Respondents were asked self-report and-other-report questions on language 
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proficiency. : Be 
In anticipation of the SIE, a study (Stolz & Bruck, 1976) was conducted 


id 


by the Center for Applied Linguistics to.develop a surrogate "measure of 
English language proficiency," or MELP, which consists of a set of census-type 


English proficiency rates when language testing cannot be used, as in ‘the, SIE. 
in order-for a MELP to be useful, it must first be calibrated ‘in a study in 


which both the MELP and a language test are administered, and then the MELP 


of time jin U.S., ‘ratings of proficiency in speaking and understanding English, 
iigtial -housenold language, language spoken with siblings, language spoken with 
“best frjends, eduéational attainment, income, year of birth, and other topics) 
with a language test covering reception, production;~and communication and 
with other language ratings. A discriminant function analysis showed 82% 
corréct classification between the test and the MELP. ‘a 
_ ‘The Survey of Income and Education, or SIE (Waggoner, 1978) was required 


‘“pitle I (compensatory education) support. thé. Census Bureau gonducted the SIE 


with input from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), ‘The SIE 
used stratified, multi-stage cluster sampling, with primary sampling units. 


in a sample of:51 independent state and pistrict of Columbia samples. The SIE 
found that approximately 28 million persons in the U S., including ahout 5 

million school-age, children, ‘have mother tongues other than English or live in 
households in which languages other than English are spoken (Waggoner, 1978). 


5 HON-ET sh ackground (NELB), and one ‘in-ten’ © | __- 
achool-age children (6-18) was NELB. More than one-third of all NELBs and 60% 


of all NELB school-age children were Hispanic, with Spanish~hanguage =; 
background. persons numbering, 10,6 million, Other principal NELB groups Were | 
 ttalian and German (3 million each); Prench (2 million); and Asian, including 


" Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, and Vietnamese (total of 2 million). 


These figures may be conservative, particularjy for the Hispanic population, | 
which includes a sizeable number of undocumented. persons. : 
4 a . ss 7 eo. F 
~ ae ne +. el “ 
Be 


A-2 


1 


re) 
ERIC 


-gkills: reading, writing, speaking,” and un 


fhe Children's English and Services Study or CESS (Dubois, ‘1980;. 


See ie Pete c Ae 


O'Malley, 1981,1982) was launched by the National Institute of Education (TE) =, 


and NCES to obtain counts of LEP children for the nation and for four smaller 
areas: California, Texas, New York; and the rest of the. nation. _ The cess ~ 


eee oe with the’ ape language categories _ of ee and “other." _The | 


for each sampted child. The LM&AI is an indirect, discrete-point instrument 
having 11 different forms, one each for ages 5-14. - The test is. 


objective-based, built by expert consensus, and covers ali-four language 


tanding. The results of this 


test were calibrated with. selected MELP items' 1 


' SIE to obtain estimates of LEP persons. Discriminant function analysis in the 


CESS showed accuracies of classification ranging from 54% to 67% between the 


MELP and the test. ‘The age group 5-14 was found to contain 2.4:million LEP 
children. Using extrapolation, the study determined that the U.S. school-age 


: poptilation. (4-18. Years) contained an estimated 3.6 million LEP children, which 


equal ted 63% Of ali NELB children in that age_range. More Hispanic NELB 


children ages 5-14 than other NELS children of the same age were classified as — 


LEP. ‘This means that the LEP rate was higher for Hispanic NELB children aged 


‘5-14 (73%) than’ for other NELB children of the same age. CESS results 7 


indicated that LEP rates dia not vary appreciably by age. The study showed ~: 
that 1.5 tiillion or 62% of ali LEP children live in three states: California, 


- Texas, - and _New_ Yorks The proportion of LEP children. in those states, ranged 


elements in the study. A special MELP: See cui te developed for this study : 


consisted of two items: reported ability to speak and ur \derstand English and 


family incomes A probabilistic procedure was used ’to link the CESS and the 


. STE with the new MELP composite.’ The researchers developed a new Cohort. Fy 


Projected betore LEP rates were applied. 


Component Prevalance Rate Method to project the number o - LEP persons agés - 5 


through 14 for particular years. NELB population figures for all ages were. 


a 
Results indicated that the number ‘of ‘NELBS in the total U.S. was 
projected to increase from approximately 28.0 miilion in 1976 (the base. year). 
to 30.0. ii 1lion in 1980, 34:7 million in 1990, and 39.5 million in 2000. of 


all NELBs of any ‘year, the largest single language group was. Hispanic, 


comprising 10<6 million NELBs in 1976, or 38% of the total _NELB population in 


‘that years Due to their higher growth rate, Hispanic NELBs were projected to 


increase to 18. » 2 million _by the year 2000 (46%_ of the total NELB population). 
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on to both the CESS and the _ 


>i 


rest of the NELBs, and this configuration became more. pronounced - sos 


through the projection years. ‘Heavy concentrations . ‘of NELBs were found 


Texas, California, and New. York, wi th. projected proportional | increases : 


first two states and» a projected BEOPOREAGNE? decrease in’ the. last. Be 


population. “Hispanic LEP children were projected to 5 ove Econ! a; 8 million cr 


71@ oF all LEP children in 1976 to 2.6 million or 77% in 2000.. LEP rates 


(i.e., the percentage of all non-English language background persons in a 


particular gréup who have limited English proficiency) vary considerably by. 


janguage, with the highest LEP rates, (75%) being found among Hispanic and 


Vietnamese populations and the typical range being 41% to 53%. California and 


Texas showed overall projected gains in numbers of LEP children: ‘between 1976 


and 2000, while New York's LEP number remained the same for 1976 and 2000. in 


various NELB and LEP groups, slight and temporary declines were projected for 


certain early ‘projection years, but these declines were more than compensated : 


for by later increases. A. - 
3 ‘ . = . 


Peng, oxford, ‘Stupp, ana Pol 01982) reviewed three aralytie procedures by 


which estimates can be made ‘of the number of LEP children in the U.S.: 


discriminant function analysis as used in the CESS, probabilistic. ‘echii ques’ 


as used in the InterAmerica projection study, and a synthetic estimate 


procedure. The researchers maintained that the synthetic e estimate ‘procedure 


can be. used to generate information about the Une Ee. of. LEP persons. with’ “fewer 


prerequisites than the sgther two! procedures entail. Specs seca tty i the . 


rating items, uniess grouping ; of ‘subpopulations ‘ealis. for: those, ‘itemes 0 0° i: 
However,. the synthetic estimate ‘procedure: stilt .req res. reliable; valid, ang | 


poate Seas fr mane recommended. 


‘. objective measurement of English language: skills: from’ a xYepreséntative sample 


' asked of eee person : in’ the country. The Census Bureau admits that aie ae 


‘have been an: overcount of Hispanics in certain areas, such as smali. towns; - 


those areas is likely to be 


experts on the Census as. discussed ina recent New York Times article: Using 


the Spanish/Hispanic, origin. question, the 1980 Census found that 14.6 miiiion 


people in the U.S. are ‘Hispanic, a: 61% increase over the 9.1 miliion figure 


where - Hispanics had rarely Pee: found” in the past. However,’ _the overcount ain. 
+60 © 


from the 4970 Census;: Naturally, - the use of a different census-taking 


procedure regarding Spanish origin makes such direct. comparisons between 1970) 


-and 1980 suspect. Census Bureau specialists feel that" the true -growth : rate is 


—o lower, but “for. the eee a whole. they 


fae p. -16)-_ go ‘for certain states with many Hispanics; comparisons . 


“? between 1970 and 4980 are possible because large numbers reduced sampling _ 


" errorss: Russell indicated that the Higpante population of Florida Bree 112% - 
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oldex NELB age categories. ‘The ee NELB- group was much younger ao 
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after completion of the 1.980 Cengus) ; ehite: ‘California' 8 129,008 Cuban just. 


increased by 92%,, Texas’ by 62%;- and New York's by 23%. The 1980 Census. 5c 


counted 8.7 mitiion Mexicans, 2:0" ‘million ‘Piierto Ricans, 803,000 Cubans, and:,. 


' 381 million “other Spanish." ‘Mexicans’ were the dominant. Hispanic. group in . a 
California and Texas. ‘puerto..Ricans were the largest Hispanic group in New 7. 4 


‘York, and Cubans. were the biggest | Hispanic group in. Florida. According to the 
1980 Census, : the median age of Hispanits throughout the U.S. is 23 years, -- * 


. Compared to 30 years for all Americans (Russell, 1983). In the 1980 Census, 


median operat income for all Hispanics. was. $14, 700, : compared to $19, ,900_ for - a 


‘for various uispanic groups, with Cubans ‘weing most affluent. ~ 


i Although the overait’ income of USS. iikepanies “is lower ‘thai. the national 
average, Hispanics. in the U.S. are the wealthiest, Hispanics in the world 
(Russell, 1983). The potential ‘for: economic opportunity draws both legal and 


illegal Hispanic immigrants ‘to the: Ue Se Incomes of. Hispanics in_ thig country hk ‘ 


levels, although. Russell indicated ‘that younger ‘Hispanics are catching uip with 


their non-Hisoanic peers.in the area of education. Among. 25- to 34-year-old = ~ 


ee Hispanics, 57% had finished high school in 1981, and 2a had attended at least 


“one year. ‘of | ‘college, according. to the 1981 Current Population Survey (Russell, 
ia : ee : . 4 i 


, Ricans, and; 26% of Cubains spoke only spanish at “home. _ ‘In, ;contrast, 30% of 


at hottie . ; He rest used both languages at home. _ Level of education arid place 


of birth (in ide. or outside Us S. ) are nelates ‘to iii aia enone Gs ree 


Hispanics. 


. 
r 


ensus Bureau démographers Warren -and Passel (1983) Rota that the 


cial 1980_ Census _count of illegal aliens in ‘the Us S; was Rais fe about 2 


‘that the actual. total number of -Hispanic. origin individuals in the U.S- in 


Estimates of the numbers of _iklegal aliens in the-U.S. have "eareed widely, 


_ from 2 million to 25 million. No single country besides Mexico appears to _ 
contribute a substantial\ segment of the illegal alien population, according to 
Warren and Passel. Macias (1977) estimated that at least 90% of the undoeu- _ 


mented population is Hispanic. . an oe 


. 


> Rhigher growth rate’ for Beyer eg than for the overall U.S. populatién 
was cited’ by Macias (1977); Oxford; Pol, Lopez; Stupp; Gendell, and Peng . 
(1981), and Russell (1983). ‘ome contributing factors include the larger + 2 
Ei spanie family, the younger age of femme jours aes higher birth rate of U.S. 


countries. ‘ ak ce 
Bea Tae ne: - ce 
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. Because of this high Hispanic growth rate, it was ‘asserted that by se. 


che U; Magias;, . 1977 The: proportion of tthe total U.S. population _ that is. 
jlack has_ een peojected | to increase from 112p% in 1981 to'13.4% in 2000. (U.S. 


Bureau of | e.Census, 1982).. Not. all data support the assertion that 


{Hi spanics* with outstrip _ Blacks in number by the year 2000. ‘The ‘key quéstion - 


: relates: tgithe incerta number of ethcaat Hispanic immigrants « 


is report pubilished, oe “the Center for Continuing Study as the California 


: Eepnomy. keited! by | Russert, 1983) “projected, that the U.S. Hispanic population 


million by 2000 using one set of. 


“assumptions, ‘Or 2024 “mi Liion by 1990. and, 26.9 fiillion. by 2000-uSing a 


- | @ifferent set ‘of. assumptions, | “the higher figures assume. higher fertility and 


more’ ‘legal and illegal iinmi gration - -than- the Lower figures. In both projection 


series, Mexicans” were _projected to increase as a.share of the total Hispanic. 


:population, ° ‘from: 61% vin. 1990: to as intich ‘as "66% in 2000 under the higher-growth 


» alternative... AS @. proportion. of the. total population,. Hispanics. were | 


" projected to. increase .from their current ‘6.48 to ‘between 8.6% (first 


alternative) and. 9. 9% ‘(second alternative) by” the yéar 2000. By. age the. ae 


youngest group, under 15,:waS _projectedsto. grow most slowly because Hispanic 
fertility is expected to decline. ipfaccbrdance “with declines already. ‘seen ‘in 


the rest of the. oe Ss. population. - ne ae ae ae 


sate a 


As citea by ‘eaeucti (198307 median age, of Hispanics was siosectea “ €6..° 


climb to between 27 and“29 years. .by the tur! of thé century--still far below. 


‘the projected median ‘age of 36 for: ali Americans. .Thetotal U.S. population 


is growing older.” The most’ rapidly growing age: group Th ‘the_ u,S 


population is 35= to. 44-year-olds (Miller, . 1983). THe.. UeSe ‘population of 18- - 


and -{9=year-olds,, the, prime. ‘group entering the labor’ force;, college, and _ the- 
Armed Forces, has been projected to. Mecline. from 8.5. million’ in 1981 to 6.5 


million-in 14995 before rising. slowly” to. 78S mitlion in “2000, according to the 


- U.S. Bur@au of the “Census (1282) = These changes. represent ~ -a decline of 24% 
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exclusion of illegal alien: ‘datas ‘Based on” ‘fhese figures; Hispanics in 2000 nee 


between 1981 ‘and 1995, and a.net, decline’ ot 12%. between 1991. and. 2000..- 


Hispanic age strué tires are, eee different. from and younger ‘than age 


structiires of: the total Us S.. Lsleconant gig: re total U. Ss. population | 


reentage’. OF Students expected to 


there is prajected to be an increase: in 


- complete high ‘school, but both the relative number of 18= to, 24-year-olds - “as a 


‘ percentage of. the total population “and the: absolute number: of high school, 


, graduates ‘each year are. projected to- -decline over the next - two! decades’ (Taylor - 


et al., nd. ). These. factors. will shrinktne eligible ‘manpower, poot, for 
military service. chy lo. Cae ee vie Paes eee eg 


* 


ae ° - “e te S be eee Se 8 er, 
Macias | (1977): presented Hispanic prajecticns for ft 

. ranged. from a _conservative 17. 5 milion to\a liberal 5.3 million, depending 
on the... ‘rate _of. natural increase; ‘sounce of*base year da 


ar 7, -and. inclusion. or 


were projected to represent from - 6. 7¥ to 21%: Sof. ‘the total U. Ss. _ population. At! 


the low end, 
and. at. the high end about twice . the: Black total. ° 


Hispanics wilt be the largest racial/ethnic group,. after Anglos; in-. 


HiSpanics in 2000 would be half: the total: of «the. Black papisatton: 


ee 


(Bouvier, Davis, & D wages 1985). provide data*in the appropriate ‘ethnic, age, 
and sex detail neéded- for. the current research. ‘We feel they. are the best 
; The me rnedozo gy: 


_iIn Sum, . many investigations. have Been conducted « concerning ‘epanic , 


group . the year 2000 is. still: ‘Gnder debate. 
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‘Gaboraccargentags megan? '& pediok 1983). - Most of tHe. apanieboigea0ab. 


ESL-eligible soldiers ‘are ‘from Puerto Rico.* Most non-Spanish=speaking, ESL’ - 


eligibles are. from Korea and the Philippines. Puerto Rican ESL. eligibles are 


almost alt high school graduates who are literate in their natjve ; language. ° 


some « ave college: ‘experience - ‘and even college. _degrees. .Most have studied_ Lee . 


. English - inva -grammar-translation ‘modé in Puerto Rico. The typical “ESL soldier 


has some - facility - -in ‘redding and writing English but. weak skills :in spéaking 
English and understanding spoken English. Despite their previous English: 
ia gee training, Army ESL studentg!gScores- on the _ESL screéning test,//the 


16 Bsr etigibie range: of Oto 69. ran ae 


é| 


, em eligibiltiy based on. ‘below-70. ECLT scores @ cen ioe dedertat| by commanders 


(Krug’& Wise, 1982;" Holland, _ ‘Rosenbaum, Stoddart, & Redish, 1982; . 


" Oxford-Carpenter, Harman, & Redish, 1983) ‘ESL - “instruction . is ‘optional for 


= — eK 


members of * “the National Guard ana ‘the Enlisted- Reserves but is officially - 


required: for eligible Regular Army enlistees. ‘Despite. the officially 
mandatory nature of -ESL for Regular Army _ soldiers. who : ‘lack English skills, 


omly about 62.5% of. the eligibles actually enrolled in FY79-81.. The figure..of: 


4, 483 ie underestimate, because the data base from which it comes. (provided: 


by the §.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, or TRADOC) is known to have a 
considerable. amount! of missing datas EXxtrapolating ‘from data, gathered | ina. ~ 


enrollment for that: fiscal’ year, alone was 1,500: to 2,000 soldiers--most.. of 
* woo eee of course, ‘of Spanish origin. . fe : . ue 


ae eeu wee 


: ae ma gp ; of , F ; : . \ 


1982); “found that sey ge Dokene jnic¢_and_Black Army accessions had oe 


2 high school diplomas than did White accessions (87% of ‘Hispanics, 92% of 
* Blacks, and 83% of. Whites). In the same study Hispanics- had higher Armed 


Forces Qualifying Test (AFQT) averages than Blacks . but lower ones: than Whites, , 


youth figures for Hispanics of accession ages are about 80% ‘the size of .- vd 


‘Census-based figures; according: to Frances Grafton of ARI (personal communica- 


cS 


ai . Basea ona Hispanic ‘Market. Profiie produced by Strategy Research 
‘ Corporation, the Office of Equal Opportunity (EEO) Programs of the Department 


a 


: 168 the Army * “(19814 developed Some preliminary projections of Hispanic 


° accessions to 1990s The market profile figures led the’. Department of the army 


to .assume that the Army's Hispanic accessions increased from 24,609 to 30,582 : ' 


“(246 ,3% increase) between 1976 and 1980 and that these accessions would grow 


from, 30,582 to 76,284 by 1990. (40; 1% increase); The 1990 Hispanic’ figure 


répresents 9. 9% of the 1990 total force; according to the Army's information 


. paper on the topics | However, the time _intervals used in the market profile 
and-the Army projections were not’ completely ~ paraliei, and assumptions 


- underlying the projections were not explained. These projections are about 


five to six times larger than those produced in the current investigation, 


‘MaLthough no adequate explanation for the difference: =p be determined © 6. 


z _ Gendell, Pol, and. Oxtoramcarpenter (1982), the current authors; attempted 


to make demographic projections of Limited English proficient . insular Puerto _ 


Rican accessions.in the Army to ithe year 2000. using ECLT scores as a basis” for 


\>.determining | LEP ‘rates. However, a major problem arose because the ECLT. is 


“administered to relatively few accessions, and inconsistent criteria are. used | =, 


for determining. who “pepe the ECLT. Sotie soldiers who need ESL instruction 


ess. Due to this. problem and others, it -was impos- — 
projections using an actual language test as a ‘basis - 


sipic to make denographi 
.for Army. LER rates. Gendell, Pol; , and oxtord=Ccarpenter mentioned the option 


of aditinistering. ‘the ECLT to all recruits in order to assess English - com= 


: pe kence and to provide apprdpriate data. for Planning. ; : _ # 


In the. absence of administration, of the ECLT to all recruits, in 1983 the 


‘current, authors. turned to other: methodological alternatives, such as use. of: 


we languai e proficiency ratings available inthe 1979 Current pépulation Surveye 
These ‘ratings proved too_ subjective, as Stolz and Bruck (1976) might have ' 
foretold, and resuited: in severe undercounts when linked with Army. accession 


al 


2 APols oc rare eg & Gendell, ain, progress). ‘The subjective ; 
il _ were abandoned in favor of the. simple 


by. using recent ESL enrollment and employing 


“Hescribed in detail in | APPene B. 


vw 


Although their oeeseen does not directiy mention Hispanics, Dale_ and 
Gi Lroy: €1983) _produced econometric forecasts of Army enlistment that may have . 
implications. for Hispanics. Dale and Gilroy ‘found that the: rise in . 
gues jae dabei rate has pee to a substantial increase in ‘Army ‘enlistments ee 


wh ASB 
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; minority groups, Hispanics ‘would outriuniber' Blacks by, the end.of the ecneeeye 


Recruiting ‘Command cite ieee ae schoot eauaks enlistees,’ ‘These 
factors may. influence Hispanic recruitmént.; We may speculate that many 


Hispanics, perhaps in larger proportions’ than Anglos, may be drawn to. the Army ae 
particularly in times of high unemployment. Hispanics may be more. willing Ts 
‘than some other groups to accept itilitary salaries. Because ‘Hispanics are 


closing. the education gap between themselves and non-Hispanics,- ‘many may see te 


Army educational _benefits in larger proportions: than non-Hispanics. Change in. 


tially’ affect Hispanics and non-Hispanics Sai. terms of enlistment. Fates. _ In a: 
é i (office rec 


tics, 1982). Pp. 16-19); noted the strong effects of. a_variety of factors - 


(accession policy, military pay,, economic conditions, * Vand All-volunteer Force). 
y aoe 


on AFQT scores of accessions. 


' Rg 
‘ 


Minorities and ‘women are increasing their numbers’ in the Army. taytor ep 


become Baaieten ik any future conflict. -. ." They ape lls eemeeg that Ariiy. ee 


“combat efféctiveness ."may be significantly influenced by the racial content or) te ge 


the number" of women in the force." - P eo wo | 


Lees 


Lord and ‘Barnes (1983) reported that the “numbers. of Biacks in military 


\ service. is higher than the numbers of’ other minority group members in military ° 


service. In 198 238 of the enlisted. force and 7. 8% of the (officer (corps. *. ee 


pce Sees. as See i 


resulting in higher levels of Hispanic than. Black accessions by the ‘year 2000. 


AS mentioned earlier in- ‘this: review of _research, _the data may not justify the = 


group Army accessions by the year 2000, particularly because illegal im- 
migrants are ee aneligi ble for Army services, 7 as : 


s 


" ee FE =o 
“The summary of ArmysRelated Research « on ‘Hispanics 1. Re : 
and - ESL_ Eligibles—muphastzes Puerto “Ricans : 


Risearch on Riapaiiies and ESL eligi les. ‘i tne Aci. indicates that tare” 


is a sizeable’ number of Limited’ English proficient soldiers in ‘the army and : 
‘that most of>them are well-éducated Puerto Ricans. ” 


: Hispanics and Black Arny accessions 


"From high school. 


nSe Larger . percentages of 
than White’ Army accessions have. "graduated: © 


Accession is influenced by ‘national-economic tr pds; which 


might differentially affect Hispanics, and other. groups... A- ‘ = oe 


the largest minority group: 


tikely to alter: oe numbers of HiSpanics and Blacks in. the total military - 


mene wer pool. oo 
‘ 
» 
’ : 
% 
: 
~ 
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in the,Army, the high Hispanic growth rate is’ 
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; APPENDIX B 


2 _AS stated earlier, ‘the: opjective of this. project is to make preqecticns © Me We, 
of ‘Hispanic Army accessions who havé limited proficiency." in English. The sh 
ne 
1% 


projections are carried out in five-year intervals to “the year 2000 ‘and 3 


-in suitable detail. : 


* 


- ~*~ 3 The- Projection Formula Combines Three’ Broad Data Sets 
ee 3 to x 1 
: s The “procedure for preparing the ‘projections/ combines. three general. ‘sets * 
of data: .. - : . * " 
me a Oe ae projection of the Spanish’ origin’ population in the U.S. in 


‘Army-~eligible agegA17 through 35), 


i : (2) rates of UsSe army acceagsion, for Spanish origin Peteens) and 


a Yaa (3) rates of iimited English proficiency’ ‘for r Spanigh origin | 
accessions. 


pghe® -\s : =? ‘ - a a ae os 
The Projections are mag separately for males and. females in the 


4 18). 19-20, 21225 (disaggregated _ to 21-22 and 


In addition; he ipeeiectiche ace made for the following ethnic ‘groups: oe. ‘ 


Spanish origin; Mexican origin, Puerto Rican origin, and all others of, cca me 


. oYvigins ° . 6 Pe Lo 7 se a hs ie 
, (Se + ; oy 


- 


"Combining - the three data sets above; a projection. is derived by the 


4 pe Oo: 


formula: ae 
tas. we \e wn * ated 
pe ; projection ; cee Sen x accession rate. 
”% ok } : 
. an ee tidak 13 on risiik . iidik 
Mic ®@ °C La ea a 2s 
: x ‘ini ted English proficiency (hEP) rate - - i 
a : : : i;jrk r . 
1 a » . os iis 7 7 
= E where: i=:sex,  . 
- JF ages 
- > : x = ethnic Group: = 
: Bet 
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€ive—Year age intervals. from 1980 to 2004 has been,-prepared by. the Population 


eae ethnic background (iees, e can, ot 


In, ‘other words, a projection (a) Zor any sex, age,. and/or ethnic-group- 


specific population is derived by taking that population's projection of size 


__(b) and multiplying. it by its accession rate. (c) and. its _LEP rate (d). For 


“in” - 17-_to- 18-year-old male Puerto 
Rican accessions we in 1990: are LEP, Ww - take the. 1990 populat or 


of 17- to y8-year-old fale Puerto pecaae and multiply it by the appropriate 


‘accession and LEP rates. Projections of the Spanish origin accessions are. 


made by” ‘multiplying the Spanish origin coal projen scons (B) times | ~: 


rélevant accession rates (c). ~” 


The: Hispanic_Population ce oieetion: Methodology Uses Data > aa 


and Naturalization: Service: 


The eeaniah ‘origin population projection data by five-year “age " groups, 
Puerto Rican, other Spanish). for - 


{Three typeS Of assumptions 


1983). 


Reference Bureau ° (Bouvier; Davis, & Haupt 


(fertility, mortality, and: migration 4). need to. be considered if regard to these .- 


os origin population projectio Ss. 


_-Since the younghse age of ‘interest: to. the “Army is 17, and the base date = 


for ‘the projections is 1980, the ony births that. can’ influence. the projection 
It:makes 


to the year 2000 are those tha 


little difference, therefore, what | is assumed abouts 


» ais 


As for mortality, the single: a sumption of 


decrease. in the .dea . rates. from their eigeady ~iow initial level 


reasonable. _ Moreove®, | ‘since : the death rates ini the ages of intére 


study.. (17-35) are very: low, -even unreasonable agsumpticns about: mortality 


wente have orty negligible ‘effects | on the numbers projected. © 
CY . rea 


“Wigration, however, is another story. qhere jare_ several reasons font 


this.- _Oney, gauring_ Ene. past two decades. there has ‘been considerable legal 


TWO, Shere: has: ‘been a considerable. and : 


perhaps | growing ‘volume - of illeg _im Om i, 
(warren & Passel, 1983)% Three, the volume. ‘O£- legal and;, to some extent)? 


itiegal immigration is: “‘tnéiuenced by political decisions about “immigration a> 


Legislation and the willingness» to - acecee. exiles; refugees," and thase seeking. 


sees oo a . 


the | face. 1970s “provided a pasis. for constructing Sp assumption ‘about the 2°" 


annual level of ‘legal_immigration: ‘for each of the Hispanic national origin” 
groups specified above; specifically, about 220, , 000. iegal- immigrants a year 


with an allowance of an additional 24,000 Cubans ° inthe 1980-1985 ‘period, — ‘ 


reflecting the Mariel exodus. A planned : additional assumption : -involving .- 


illegal Hispanic ima grants at.a tevel- of 400,000 per year was considered put, 


rants are not eligible’ for service 


- aropped for tm reasons:, (1) illegal immig rvice 


in the. army, and (2) ‘contractual time schedules ‘did not allow this assumption 
to be us = 


tid ae he ‘ : - ~~ 


B=2 ae “a ; a, , 


The~ Hispanic_roputaw= 
SER ne POP a ee rags ‘Bureau-and the immigration" : an 


-“ 
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ee disaggregated into. single years, in order: to create thi 


e “re is “Rarder to sce the ‘yeasoilableness of. this ‘pidcedure for the | _ 


‘ in previous years there , 


ae of the test: ‘this error: inflated the AFQT scores of low-scoring. ar 


are gt 


In addition, the Spanien’ origin’ ive ane interval population projections 
sin orde igé bands specified 
above. The fluctuation over time in single-year cohert: Size in. the total’ 
Spanish origin popalation pela ee the fluctuation @uring ‘the | last: 30. to 35 x 
s—insthe U.S.) This. “4p despa. poe tos le ; 


a 


seca. (ises; some a of interpolation). This observation also. ‘seems . £0 Phe 
imply — that the: effect of. net: pa SEBEL On on the Spanish origin. _pOpuLaci on: has 0 we 


‘pumbers of births, -. There’ ‘is, however, - “Ho, direct evidence of the Aatter for | 


the Spanish. origin ‘poputati 


never: to. be;, reported in: 1978. ‘and then only for. 17 stapes... 


national: brigin aggregates which’ are included in the total Spanish origin. 


*. popilation: (Mexican, Puerto “Riean, and other): . However, it. is preferable to 


use. eles same, _procedure for the. component groups: a& for the aggregate. 


> 


“the Hispanic Accession Projection Methodology ee . a a 
nd_Census f Bureau Projections | nt ah 
- . Q 


oor 4 ° 


eee se ee by the U. Be Army by sex, age, and ethnic group re 
980 are the yume ra tors for the rates, while: the: appropriate 1980 Census 


* jpepaletion figures ‘by sex, age, and ethnic group serve as the ‘denominators. 


a accession rates. For eeuneia; if the proportions. of. Hispanics and Blacks’ 


in the total U.S. population change age time,. this will -be automatically _ 
reflected in-Army accession’ projecti s and in any « ‘other a en 
U.S. population Sigures. en a as ee . 


ot 


Accession, data are‘ “Sbtgifed | Zrom* the: army' s FY81 accession file, which 


eogebe the period from: Octobe r 1980 through September .1981. This periad 


roughly represents’ the yea: 1980, which-is used as the base year/for all.” 
projections in the Siestnt vestigation: .FY81, was selected for! use because. 
‘Problem with inaccurate. norming - of: the: “screening — 


test for applicants, af rmed Services, ; Vocational Aptitude_ Battery. CASVAB). - 
An _erroyin/ calibration/ 6f the ASVAB in use from January 1976 through’ ° SS cree, et 
September . #980 resulted/in inaccurate category designations for’ some recruits 


(taking the test (Maier/é Grafton, 1981; Office of: Assistant’ Secretary of 


Defense for Manpower, Reserve hig and Logisti¢s; 1982) 5: ‘Specifically, yee 


recruits. | _The problem was cormecte a et tu. the introduction of the new test in- 


’ 


> 


ot et ~ aoe on <9 
Bo : ae \ : aa: PP ae 


» 


aie 


ai 


ana the inflated scores were récomputed, “the corrected norms. 


October 1980. inflate 
revealed a Significant 4 decrease. in Category IIr (average-scoring recruits) ane ; 
a very large increase in Category. IV. (below-average) recruits recorded’ as’ - «3.24. 


ee hacia ‘ 


having éntered the services during the’ period 1976 through mid-1980. Even 


with the existence of retroactively corrected norms for earlier years, many i 


se aos ee “yemain - -for those years in terms of estimating the_ number of Hispanic. 


“accessions - -who would have ‘been. admitted _under the new norms, h. those norms 


' been in place at the. time. Also, use of the corrected norms would entail a 


‘Separate ‘investigation. Therefore, at was decided that FY81 was. the most - 


appropriate and accurate soiirce. of Hispanic accession data for the’ projection — 


base’-year, 1980. Even without the norsiing problem, FY81 (October 1980 through ° 


September 1981) would have been as practical ‘a_source of base year accession 


data as FY80 (October 1979 through September 1980). Had the norming problem 


“not existed, however, it would have been possible to tabulate tionthly ‘data to a 


, 


obtain annual accession. figures for baka carenda’ year 1980,.. which. would have 


been Somewhat more precise. . ; ws 


Due to the lack of useful historical data, we have’ no basis for ~ ao 


projecting variable, accession rates for five-year intervals from 1980 tof 2000..." 


Therefore, our pr jections assume "constant" accession rates.. Use of varyin 
9: h 74 g 


accession rates would demand a ‘whole different investigation at. greater cost 


to the Army than the current investigation. We ecoumend that such research 


“be conduc ted « 


Even “cons tant" rates are. ambiguous. | "Constandy" may mean that. the rates 


_ observed at @ach age are peculiar to that age rather than to the . cohort.» In; 


the former case, constant: rates would mean that the rates for those, sayy: 175 


to 18 years old would: be the same at every projection date. “This” is *the 


assumption for the projections appearing in this report. Constant cohort_ _ 


rates, on the other hand, would.mean that the rates for those 17-18,/in 1980 


would be the same as those for 22-23 in 1985, 27-28 in 1990,. 32-33 in 1995, 


and 37-38 in 2000. Since aqcession | ts a one-time event, .and; the. probability 


of such an event. occurring appears to be negatively related ‘to ger, th 


age-specific rather than cohort-specific rates are approprsate® ‘for measuring - 


- accession. x . $ 


2 


A check was made in June 1983 with Accession Policy pergolinei in ‘the 


eSabsrrecne of the Army < concerning any current or future accession pOlities as, 


“Sgegarding Hispanics. Tnese administrators stated that thdre is, no specific, 


_ policy existing. or planned which either limits or promotes Aispan3 Lic. accession. - 


This maans that there are no negative or positive quotas re nore ei 
Therefore, we did not have to build an an ad ustaent fac apices} ng or floor): 
_ for Hispanic accessions. Pea ne f  & ee 


Since the accession data, unlike U.S. population data; , oie. inadlar | 


Puerto Ricans, the calculation of accession rates for the Baer to Ricans and 


the total Spanish origin population requires . the inclusion’ of the insular 


re ¥ 


puerto Rican population in the denominator. This has béen done for 1980. oaks 


Note that there were. considerably more insular PuertojRicans , than continental 


Puerto Ricans. among Army accessions. . ‘ 


. 


of ‘ ‘ ‘ . e 
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jer, no up-to-date: (i.eey bagea on. ce 1980 Census) préjeecion. of the. fe 


insulaj Puerto Rican population is available. Projection of that population. 


side the scope of the current research. SO;, .the disaggregation of the 


ising’ “the, continental | data. lenis Biueggregation Of. ‘five-year data 


was done using a standard. formula. as: ‘explained in Oxford, Pol, Lopez, Stupp, 
Gendell, and Peng_ (1981). - Thus “if. we;were able ‘to. include the insular 


Puerto Rican population, the” projections would have béen larger. . However, 


because we were not able to inciude . the. insular Puerto Ricans, the. 
: “denominators of the accession rates are smaller. and therefore the accession, 
rates are targer. Nevertheless, the relationship Se tween insular: Puerto.’ 


Ricans and ‘the. total Spanish origin population remains: intact. © AS a result, 


AS. for the diaeggregation; the percentage distribution within each 7 


five-year sage ‘category has been calculated for ‘poth the céntinental population 


alone (Puerto Rican and Spanish origin) and for the continental ,plus the 


insular Puerto Rican population and found to vary: only slightly. "Hence, 


calculation based on the continental population, which is simpler, provides 
reliable PraULERs -_ : -* 


. 


the Hispanic: LEP or ESL Eligibility Projection M 


To calculate’ ESL. or LEP eligibility. rates, we ‘relied on Army data for the 


“O° gor the: numerator and on Army accession data (again by sex, age, and ethnic 
group) ‘for the denominator. We have ESL data for three yéars (FY79-81) and 
accession data: circa 1980. ‘ESL data came: from’ TRADOC's BSEP I ESL data file, 


Co) foo ae 


However, proBlems exist in the ‘LEP data, set. ‘In BY79=81, at least ce 483 
Limi ted-English. ‘Speaking soldiers were identified as limited in English’ 
proficiency and hence eligible for ESL instruction, as noted earlier. In 


FY79- ~81, approximately 62.5% of _ESL-eligible soldiers, at least 2,800 


‘Because data are known to be _ 


underestimates. _In FY82, ‘a Panes survey was conducted by the American 


Bs Institutes for Research (AIR): with 550 soldiers; answering, questionnaires 


, during: a three-month period. Extrapolating from the AIR survey data, it has 


.been estimated . that: FY8 2! 


a me EnOS is. neéded to adju tt the LEP data pebvided by the U.S.' Army to levels 


aétual number of ESL-eligible or LEP accessions. 


ol 4 However, Ba Jtne current time only estimates can be 
weighting f£ Actors. O ae : 
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} enrollment, was 1,500--2,000 ‘soldiers. Therefore, 
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r 


FY79-81. This matching ° is done ~ in order “to obtain sex, age, and ‘ethnic: 


: the first; ‘more conservative “set. of _projections:: “uses ‘data from the : 
gaTisted’ Master File: (EMF): ‘Linked with TRADOC' 3 -BSEP, I’ESL enrollment data for . 


“preakdowns (available on the EMF) for ESL enrollees (listed on the TRADOC a 


using 7, 200 ge 26. x 4s 
t 


t 


. tape).': The EMF data provided by the U.S. Army are for a 50% sample. of ali 


soldiers with Social Security numbers ending in digits 5: through 9, In 


addition, the computerized match between EMF a@ata and BSEP I ESL enrollees for 


Fi£79-81 is: successful 


in only 60% of the cases due to poor or incomplete data 


or to attrition. However, attrition accounts for only a fraction of the _ 


‘unmatched data. In.o 


' provided | by. ‘the UeS, Army. represents ‘only 30%_ (¥.8 50 50% multiplied by 60%) of 
7 what’ should, be the to ; 


yther words, the original matched: data on. ESL enrollees 


tal figure. Therefore, it seems logical to adjust. the 


tor of 1/.30 on 3. 33%. Nevertheless, . when. the total of 


1 (1, 760,. which is the, nimber provided :by theU,S.- -Army) is’ 


‘adjusted by this “factor, the ‘new total fli :160 x. 3.33 _= 3, 863). is less than the 


total of ESL-eligibles from the TRADOC ‘data get'‘(4,483).° Also, the “TRADOC 


‘data: set is believed 
figure once more (4; 4 


to contain an undercount. -: Therefore, we weight our 


83/3; 863 = 1.16) to achieve ‘the control total 4,483, 


though we. know that this is a conservative estimate. of ESL-eligibles | because 


of the TRADOC Undercounts Application of these two weights (3.33 and 1-16) 


provides us wi th - our first set of. projections.. _Pinally; these -figures - 


* comprise a three-year 


must be divided by 3. 


rates and Braieehsene 


* The slightly less 
ak kas been estimated 


total, and to derive a one-year projection this number 


By this. process, the more _RORRS EVANS; ESL eligibility 
are obtained. es 


s. conservative method is as follows. AS stated ~~ S 
that FY82' Ss BSEP ESL class enrollment was -1,500--2, 000 


‘soldiers (based on special survey data). If we assume the number of enrollees 


_was relatively cons‘ 


efirollees are 62. . 5%, 


to accomplish this: -ts 


total, so for one yea 


‘conservative method. ° 
of 2,000 instead of 1, 


The final issue 


ana Atnnic’ group the 


additional informatio 


distributed in propor 
for example, if male 

ESL-eligible: figure, 
problems with this, b 


greater attrition and 


nt circa 1980, then_ by uSing the lower. figure of 1,500 we 


Jere were 4,500 (3 x 1, 500) enrollees in FY79-81.° Since 


ed: Therefore, an alternative projection is produced - 


500) eligibles | as a_ control total. The weighting factor 
7, 200/3,863 = 1. 8638. Again, is is a three-year — 


| of the ESL-eligibles, then an adjustment factor of 1. 6 (1 


r Pgs number, ‘must be divided by 3: This is still a fairly - 


A more Libe al me thod might have used the larger figure 


ef enrollees per year. 


¢ 


‘remaining focuses on how to aes crisuce within sex, age, 


adjusted ESL-~eligible totals. Because we have no ’ -¢ 


n on .how to distribute these persons, “they are 


tion to the percentage they already represent. That is, 


Puerto Ricans ages 17-18 comprise 5% of the unadjusted _ 


then they make up 5% of the adjusted total. There may be 
ecause sole groups. (esgs, females) may have slightly 


should therefore perhaps represent a slightly greater 


proportion | ‘Of the adjusted’ than the adjusted tofals. \_ However, in the absence 


review. of all available data, we ¢ 1095 to apply the — proportional 


aidtribution scheme, 


distribution for unad 


justed and adjusted figures. 7 


a Je : 


if 
t 


B=6 
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It should be anphasized that this sathoaoidey for prodeeung Hispanic ESL 


- eligibles includes a large number. of implicit assumptions, particularly when 


weighting factors are involved. All available Army, Census Bureau, and’ other 


data were carefully studied and were used whenever relevant. The Army needs a 
geparate, thorough demographic survey concerning the number and 


characteristics of its current Hispanic accession population. Trend data over 


time woutd. atso helps Such information would allow our assumptions to be 


checked s Until ‘such - information _is available, our assumptions stand_as_ the 


The. ima Enoacloay’ for Comparisons taveives 


The eizst comparison. is between the total U.S; _poputation ages 17-35 and 


the peerante Population _ of the same. ages in. the years: (1980 and 2000. These _ 


, Bevis: & = 1983) espectiveies. These data do not include insular Puerto 


Ricans, because no adequate ea yet exist for insular Puerto Ricans. 


. 3 7 the second contrast is bacwean Blacks and the total U.S. population ages 
pe 17- 35 for 1980. and 2000; This comparison uses calculations based on Census . 


/ Bureau data aes 1983; U.S. Bureau | of the Census, 1982); 


$s 


lal 


Plans and Systems.: At this time, ‘the furthest eae "objective" ‘(which is 


" - 3 ‘not the same as a statistical projection) is Contained in a memorandum by 

; “Elton (1983)- for the year FY8% We are accepting Elton! s FY89 “objective” in 
the current investigation as a rough @quivalent to a 1990 projection. our 
Hispanic accession projections are made by ac aes Hispanic population 


Projections by dccession rates. 


‘adjustment associated with the TRADOC control total and then the_ adjustment 
related to the alternative control total. The ‘two adjustments produce 
distinctly different results. * : 


years 1oAe a 2000 using the two different muisostnsareestnee the 


£3 different assumptions and methods. For example; Elton's memorandum is 


\ oriented towaru an Army “objective” for FY89, whereas Census Bureau data are. 


concerned with statistical estimates and projections. Therefore, one has to 


be careful in making such comparisons to specify the methodology and ‘pources 


as clearly as possible; The comparisons offer very relevant and important 
policy data but’ should be interpreted cautiously... When and if the Army begins . 


"to Make actual demographic. projections of accessions, comparisons such as 


those mentioned above can be made with greater confidence. 


B-7 


oO 7). 


@ 
ERIC 


re) 
ERIC 


a APPENDIX c 


¥ 


Total Spanish origin population. sréjections by 


qotal Spanish origin Army accession projections by Bex. and age 


Puerto Rican origin Army accession projections, by. sex “and age ese. 


Mexican origin Army accession projections by: ‘Bex and: age 


sex and: age : 
Puerto» Rican_ population Projections _ by sex and age. 


Other Spanish origin Army accession projections by sex and age ..- C13. 


‘ 


Male _EsL=eligible (LEP) rates by age and ethnicity 


Female ESL-eligible (LEP) rates by age and ethnicity 


Total ‘Spanish origin male ESL=éligible (EP) projections ‘by a 


(adjusted to TRADOC control total) « 


Total Spanish origin. female’ ESL-eligible (LEP ) ‘projections by at 


ete 


_oiter 


(adjusted to TRADOC control total) ale ere eee eee es oo 


(adjusted to’ TRADOC control total) | 


Puerto Rican female ESL<eligible (LEP) ‘projections by. age 


(adjusted to TRADOC control total) . 


Mexican male ESL-eligible_ (LEP) apie by age 


(adjusted to TRADOC > control total) - 


Other Spanish female ESL=eligible Ue os ek by age 


’» 


(adjusted to TRADOC control total) .« 
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